Shared toilets are a common good in urban slums, but need to be maintained and cleaned for users to positively benefit from having access to them. Collective participation of the shared toilet users is required to keep them clean and ensure adequate hygiene. However, users' decisions on whether to participate or not in the cleaning of the shared toilets are a social dilemma. If each of the shared toilets' users decided not to participate in their cleaning, the facilities could end up in a deteriorated unhygienic state and become a health risk to them and to the community at large.
INTRODUCTION
Recent studies show an increasing trend in the use of shared toilets as the most accessible and viable sanitation option in developing countries' urban slum settlements (Schouten & While there is greater use of shared toilets, especially in sub-Saharan Africa, it is widely recognized that it is important to keep them clean (Biran et al. ; Nyametso ) . Shared toilets encompass a range of facility types (communal, public or semi-private) and these vary within and between settings (Mazeau et al. ) . In this literature review, we define shared toilets to be facilities to which access is restricted to a limited number of user households within the same compound or households close to each other (Mazeau et al. ) . Hitherto, very few studies have focused on the behaviours of users and their cleaning of shared toilets. More empirical research is warranted that deals with how to resolve the dirty state of shared toilets and can help to promote how users can take a lead role in their cleaning. The objective of this paper is to show that the cleaning of shared toilets is a social dilemma that can be explained from the social dilemma context.
SOCIAL DILEMMAS
The most widely used definition of social dilemmas is that proposed by Dawes () , who defines social dilemmas as situations characterized by two main properties:
1. The social payoff to each individual for defecting (noncooperative) behaviour is higher than the payoff for cooperative behaviour, regardless of what the other society members do.
2. All individuals in the society receive a lower payoff if all are non-cooperative than if all cooperated.
In the case of the cleaning of shared toilets, each user is in the social dilemma:
1. If he or she does not participate in cleaning, then he or she is better off because he or she does not have to make an effort to clean, but benefits from the cleaning of others.
2. However, if many or all users do not participate in cleaning, then all users of the shared toilet suffer from the harm caused by being exposed to the risk of contracting diseases.
Social dilemma research has focused mainly on prisoner's dilemmas, commons dilemmas and public goods dilemmas. Commons and public goods dilemmas are the aspects analysed in this paper to understand the cleaning behaviour of shared toilet users. 
METHODS
The data about publications on social dilemma and collec- 
Group size
The size of a group has an influence on individual decisions' manifestation of cooperative or non-cooperative behaviour (Bonacich et al. ) . Some studies, such as those comparing three to seven groups or more, contend that cooperation is greater in smaller than bigger groups, and that the likelihood of individuals to make decisions that benefit group interests is higher in smaller groups ( 
Behaviour of others
Various studies show that individuals make decisions regarding the way they behave depending on how they per- A main limitation for this paper is that, although much literature can be found dealing with social dilemmas, not much exists on the cleaning of shared toilets. Also, it was found that much research on socio-cognitive behavioural determinants has a limited focus. While a number of social dilemma studies on the influence of social norms on individual decision-making exist, they mostly do not take into account such cognitive determinants as risks, attitudes, injunctive norms (influence of persons individuals consider important in their lives), ability and self-regulation. However, the factors discussed in this paper, when combined with the study of other related determinants, such as socio-cognitive factors, could lead to more holistic findings and guide the focus of interventions aimed at improving shared toilet hygiene through the promotion of collective shared toilet users' participation in their cleaning. In addition, this paper will help to fill the knowledge gap by providing information relevant to social dilemma reviews and/or field investigations regarding the cleaning behaviour of shared toilet users and/or general hygienic maintenance of shared toilets. 
